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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Federal Aviation Administration 
How Do I Submit Comments to This 
NPRM? 

14 CFR Part 25 

[Docket No. FAA-2002-11271; Notice No. 
02-01] 

RIN 2120-AH39 

Miscellaneous Flight Requirements 

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT. 
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The Federal Aviation 
Administration proposes to amend the 
airworthiness standards for transport 
category airplanes concerning 
miscellaneous flight requirements. 
Adopting this proposal would eliminate 
regulatory differences between the 
airworthiness standards of the U.S. and 
the Joint Aviation Requirements of 
Europe, without affecting current 
industry design practices. 
DATES: Send your comments on or 
before March 15, 2002. 

ADDRESSES: Address your comments to 
Dockets Management System, U.S. 
Department of Transportation Dockets, 
Room Plaza 401,400 Seventh Street 
SW., Washington, DC 20590-0001. You 
must identify the docket number FAA- 
2002-Z 2272, at the beginning of your 
comments, and you should submit two 
copies of your comments. If you wish to 
receive confirmation that the FM has 
received your comments, please include 
a self-addressed, stamped postcard on 
which the following statement is made: 
“Comments to Docket No. FAA-200% 
11272.” We will date-stamp the 
postcard and mail it back to you. You 
also may submit comments 
electronically to the following Internet 
address: http://dms.dot.gov. 

Interested persons are invited to 
participate in the making of the 
proposed action by submitting such 
written data, views, or arguments, as 
they may desire. Comments relating to 
the environmental, energy, federalism, 
or economic impact that might result 
from adopting the proposals in this 
document are also invited. Substantive 
comments should be accompanied by 
cost estimates. Comments must identify 
the regulatory docket number and be 
submitted in duplicate to the DOT Rules 
Docket address specified above. 

All comments received, as well as a 
report summarizing each substantive 
public contact with FAA personnel 
concerning this proposed rulemaking, 
will be filed in the docket. The docket 
is available for public inspection before 
and after the comment closing date. 

We will consider all comments 
received on or before the closing date 
before taking action on this proposed 
rulemaking. Comments filed late will be 
considered as far as possible without 
incurring expense or delay. The 
proposals in this document may be 
changed in light of the comments 
received. 

How Can I Obtain a Copy of This 
NPRM? 

You may review the public docket 
containing comments to this proposed 
regulation at the Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Dockets Office, 
located on the plaza level of the Nassif 
Building at the above address. You may 
review the public docket in person at 
this address between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, except Federal 
holidays. Also, you may review the 
public dockets on the Internet at http:/ 
/dms.dot.gov. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Don 
Stimson, FAA, Airplane & Flight Crew 
Interface Branch, ANM-111, Transport 
Airplane Directorate, Aircraft 
Certification Service, 1601 Lind Avenue 
SW., Renton, WA 980554056; 
telephone 425-227-1129; facsimile 
425-227-1320, e-mail 
don.stimson@faa.gov. 

You may download an electronic 
copy of this document using a modem 
and suitable communications software 
from the FAA regulations section of the 
Fedworld electronic bulletin board 
service (telephone: 703-321-3339); the 
Government Printing Office (GPO)‘s 
electronic bulletin board service 
[telephone: 202-512-1661); or, if 
applicable, the FAA’s Aviation 
Rulemaking Advisory Committee 
bulletin board service (telephone: 800- 
322-2722 or202-267-5948). 

Internet users may access recently 
published rulemaking documents at the 
FAA’s Web page at http://wwv.faa.gov/ 
aw/arm/nprm/nprm.h tm or the GPO’s 
Web page at http://www.access.gpo.gov/ 
nara. 

You may obtain a copy of this 
document by submitting a request to the 
Federal Aviation Administration, Office 
of Rulemaking, ARM-l, 800 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20591; or by calling 
202-267-9680. Communications must 
identify the docket number of this 
N-PRM. 

Any person interested in being placed 
on the mailing list for future rulemaking 
documents should request from the 
above office a copy of Advisory Circular 

ll-2A, “Notice of Proposed Rulen taking 
Distribution System,” which desclmibes 
the application procedure. 

Background 

What Are the Relevant Airworthin ICSS 
Standards in the United States? 

In the United States, the airwori hiness 
standards for type certification of 
transport category airplanes are 
contained in Title 14, Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) part 25. 
Manufacturers of transport catego:‘y 
airplanes must show that each air Ilane 
they produce of a different type dc!sign 
complies with the appropriate pru t 25 
standards. These standards apply I:O: 

l Airplanes manufactured with I,n the 
U.S. for use by U.S.-registered ape rators, 
and 

l Airplanes manufactured in ot her 
countries and imported to the U.S 
under a bilateral airworthiness 
agreement. 

What Are the Relevant Airworthir ess 
Standards in Europe? 

In Europe, the airworthiness 
standards for type certification of 
transport category airplanes are 
contained in Joint Aviation 
Requirements (JAR)-25, which ar ! 
based on part 25. These were devl iloped 
by the Joint Aviation Authorities JAA) 
of Europe to provide a common sclt of 
airworthiness standards within ti e 
European aviation community. TlIventy- 
three European countries accept 
airplanes type certificated to the J,AR-25 
standards, including airplanes 
manufactured in the U.S. that are type 
certificated to JAR-25 standards f llr 
export to Europe. 

What Is “Harmonization” and Huw Did 
It Start? 

Although part 25 and JAR-25 al-e very 
similar, they are not identical in t!very 
respect. When airplanes are type 
certificated to both sets of standauds, the 
differences between part 25 and J14R-25 
can result in substantial addition ~1 costs 
to manufacturers and operators. l’hese 
additional costs, however, freque rltly do 
not bring about an increase in saf ?ty. In 
many cases, part 25 and JAR-25 may 
contain different requirements to 
accomplish the same safety inten I. 
Consequently, manufacturers are 
usually burdened with meeting ihe 
requirements of both sets of stantlards, 
although the level of safety is not 
increased correspondingly. 

Recognizing that a common sel of 
standards would not only benefit the 
aviation industry economically, 1 lut also 
maintain the necessary high leve of 
safety, the FAA and the JAA beg: n an 

- _- -- 
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effort in 1988 to “harmonize” their 
respective aviation standards. The goal 
of the harmonization effort is to ensure 
that: 

l Where possible, standards do not 
require domestic and foreign parties to 
manufacture or operate to different 
standards for each country involved; 
and 

l The standards adopted are mutually 
acceptable to the FAA and the foreign 
aviation authorities. 

The FAA and JAA have identified a 
number of significant regulatory 
differences (SRD) between the wording 
of part 25 and JAR-25. Both the FAA 
and the JAA consider “harmonization” 
of the two sets of standards a high 
priority. 

What Is ARAC and What Role Does It 
Play in Harmonization ? 

After initiating the first steps towards 
harmonization, the FAA and JAA soon 
realized that traditional methods of 
rulemaking and accommodating 
different administrative procedures was 
neither sufficient nor adequate to make 
appreciable progress towards fulfilling 
the goal of harmonization. The FAA 
then identified the Aviation Rulemaking 
Advisory Committee (ARAC) as an ideal 
vehicle for assisting in resolving 
harmonization issues, and, in 1992, the 
FAA tasked ARAC to undertake the 
entire harmonization effort. 

The FAA had formally established 
ARAC in 1991 (56 FR 2190, January 22, 
1991), to provide advice and 
recommendations concerning the full 
range of the FAA’s safety-related 
rulemaking activity. The FAA sought 
this advice to develop better rules in 
less overall time and using fewer FAA 
resources than previously needed. The 
committee provides the FAA firsthand 
information and insight from interested 
parties regarding potential new rules or 
revisions of existing rules. 

There are 64 member organizations on 
the committee, representing a wide 
range of interests within the aviation 
community. Meetings of the committee 
are open to the public, except as 
authorized by section 10(d) of the 
Federal Advisory Committee Act. 

The A&K establishes working groups 
to develop recommendations for 
resolving specific airworthiness issues. 
Tasks assigned to working groups are 
published in the Federal Register. 
Although working group meetings are 
not generally open to the public, the 
FAA solicits participation in working 
groups from interested members of the 
public who possess knowledge or 
experience in the task areas. Working 
groups report directly to the ARAC, and 
the ARAC must accept a working group 

proposal before ARAC presents the 
proposal to the FAA as an advisory 
committee recommendation. 

The activities of the ARAC will not, 
however, circumvent the public 
rulemaking procedures; nor is the FAA 
limited to the rule language 
“recommended” by ARAC. If the FM 
accepts an ARAC recommendation, the 
agency proceeds with the normal public 
rulemaking procedures. Any ARAC 
participation in a rulemaking package is 
fully disclosed in the public docket. 

What Is the Status of the Harmonization 
Effort Today? 

Despite the work that ARAC has 
undertaken to address harmonization, 
there remain a large number of 
regulatory differences between part 25 
and JAR-25. The current harmonization 
process is extremely costly and time- 
consuming for industry, the FAA, and 
the JAA. Industry has expressed a strong 
desire to conclude the harmonization 
program as quickly as possible to 
alleviate the drain on their resources 
and to finally establish one acceptable 
set of standards. 

Recently, representatives of the 
aviation industry [including Aerospace 
Industries Association of America, Inc. 
(AIA), General Aviation Manufacturers 
Association (GAMA), and European 
Association of Aerospace Industries 
(AECMA)] proposed an accelerated 
process to reach harmonization. 

What Is the “Fast Track Harmonization 
Program”? 

In light of a general agreement among 
the affected industries and authorities to 
expedite the harmonization program, 
the FAA and JAA in March 1999 agreed 
upon a method to achieve these goals. 
This method, which the FAA has titled 
“The Fast Track Harmonization 
Program,” is aimed at expediting the 
rulemaking process for harmonizing not 
only the 42 standards that are currently 
tasked to ARAC for harmonization, but 
approximately 80 additional standards 
for art 25 airplanes. 

K T e FAA initiated the Fast Track 
program on November 26,1999 (64 FR 
66522). This program involves grouping 
all of the standards needing 
harmonization into three cate ories: 

Category 2 : Envelope-For 8l ese 
standards, parallel part 25 and JAR-25 
standards would be compared, and 
harmonization would be reached by 
accepting the more stringent of the two 
standards. Thus, the more stringent 
requirement of one standard would be 
“enveloped” into the other standard. In 
some cases, it may be necessary to 
incorporate parts of both the part 25 and 
JAR standard to achieve the final, more 

stringent standard. (This may 
necessitate that each authority re\ ises 
its current standard to incorporate! more 
stringent provisions of the other.) 

Category 2: Completed or near 
complete-For these standards, A IRAC 
has reached, or has nearly reachec :I, 
technical agreement or consensus on the 
new wording of the proposed 
harmonized standards. 

Category 3: Harmonize--For thy !se 
standards, ARAC is not near techltical 
agreement on harmonization, and the 
parallel part 25 and JAR-25 standcuds 
cannot be “enveloped” (as descril led 
under Category 1) for reasons of s lfety 
or unacceptability. A standard 
developed under Category 3 woul d be 
mutually acceptable to the FAA and 
JAA, with a consistent means of 
compliance. 

Further details on the Fast Trac k 
Program can be found in the taski ng 
statement (64 FR 66522, Novembc !r 26, 
1999) and the first NPRM publishlad 
under this program, Fire Protecticrn 
Requirements for Powerplant 
Installations on Transport Catego y 
Airplanes (65 FR 36978, June 12, :2000). 

Under this program, the FAA 
provides ARAC with an opportur ity to 
review, discuss, and comment on the 
FAA’s draft NPRM. In the case of this 
rulemaking, ARAC accepted the (Iraft 
NPRM as proposed. 

Discussion of the Proposal 

How Does This Proposed Regulat I’on 
Relate to “Fast Track”? 

This proposed regulation resuk s from 
the recommendations of ARAC 
submitted under the FAA’s Fast ‘: ‘rack 
Harmonization Program. In this I: otice, 
the FAA proposes to amend five 
sections of the regulations cancel ning 
transport category airplane 
miscellaneous flight requirement ,; to 
harmonize the associated standa Ids 
with those of JAR-25. The standa rds 
addressed in this proposal are all 
classified as Category 1 under thr fast 
track harmonization program. Sir ice the 
FAA agrees with the recommend itions 
received from ARAC, this proposal is 
consistent with the ARAC 
recommendations. The five prop1 lsed 
changes are described separately below. 

Change 1: Section25.111(~)(4),“kkeoff 
Path” 

What Is the Underlying Safety Isr ue 
Addressed by the Current Standc rds? 

This requirement only allows (.ertain 
routine crew actions to be made 1 lefore 
the airplane reaches a height of 4110 feet 
above the takeoff surface. SimulaI:ion 
studies and accident investigatio 11s have 
shown that during periods of hig 11 
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workload, such as after an engine failure 
during takeoff, the crew might not take 
actions necessary to maintain the safe 
flight of the airplane. This revision 
would require that certain actions be 
automatic before the airplane reaches a 
height of 400 feet in order to receive 
credit for the effect of the action on the 
flight path. 

What Are the Current 14 CFR and JAR 
Standards? 

l The current text of 14 CFR Section 
25.111(c)(4) is: 

Section 25.111 Takeoff path. 

* * * (c)(4) Except for gear retraction and 
propeller feathering, the airplane 
configuration may not be changed, and no 
change in power or thrust that requires action 
by the pilot may be made, until the airplane 
is 400 feet above the takeoff surface. 

l The current text of JAR-25.111(c)(4), 
Change 15, Amendment 25/96/l, is: 

JAR-25.111 Take-Off Path 
* * * (c)(4) Except for gear retraction and 

automatic propeller feathering, the aeroplane 
configuration may not be changed, and no 
change in power or thrust that requires action 
by the pilot may be made, until the aeroplane 
is 400 ft above the takeoff surface. 

What Are the Differences In the 
Standards and What Do Those 
Differences Result In? 

Although both part 25 and the JAR 
address the effect of propeller feathering 
on the flight path before the airplane is 
400 feet above the takeoff surface, the 
JAR standard does not allow manual 
propeller feathering until the airplane is 
at least 400 feet above the takeoff 
surface. Although current FAA policy 
has been in accordance with the JAR 
standard, the rule language was not 
clear. Only automatic propeller 
feathering has been accepted as 
complying with the intent of 
5 25.111(c)(4). 

What, If Any, Are the Differences In the 
Means of Compliance? 

There are no differences between part 
25 and JAR-25 in the means of 
compliance. 

What Is the Proposed Action? 

The FAA proposes to harmonize the 
regulations by revising part 25 to adopt 
the text of JAR-25.111(c)(4) as new 
5 25.111(c)(4). The proposed action 
would codify current FAA policy by 
incorporating the text of the JAR 
standard. 

How Does This Proposed Standard 
Address the Underlying Safety Issue? 

The proposed standard would 
continue to address the underlying 

safety issue in the same manner by l The current text of JAR- 
codifying current FAA policy to the 25,147(c)(2), Change 15, Amendm mt 
JAR- 25/96/l, is: 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to the Current 
Regulations? 

JAR-25.147 Directional and Lateral 
Control 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the same level of safety 
relative to the current regulations, 
considering the application of FAA 
policy concerning propeller feathering 
below a height of 400 feet. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to Current Industry 
Practice? 

* * * (c)(2) With the critical engine 
inoperative, roll response must allow I normal 
manoeuvres. Lateral control must be 
sufficient, at the speeds likely to be us .3d 
with one engine inoperative for climb, cruise, 
descent and landing approach, to pro\ ide a 
peak roll rate necessary for safety witk out 
excessive control forces or travel. (See ACJ 
25.147(c)(2).) 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the same level of safety 
relative to the current industry practice. 

What Other Options Have Been 
Considered and Why Were They Not 
Selected? 

What Are the Differences in the 
Standards and What Do Those 
Differences Result In? 

The FAA has not considered another 
option. The FAA considers the 
proposed enveloping action to be the 
most appropriate way to maintain 
safety. 

Who Would Be Afiected by the Proposed 
Change? 

Manufacturers and operators of 
transport category airplanes could be 
affected by the proposed change. The 
proposed change, however, would not 
have an effect because it codifies current 
practices and policy. 

Is Existing FAA Advisory Material 
Adequate? 

Section 25.147 of part 25 does rot 
address roll rate response. The JAi< 
25,147(c)(2), however, addresses 11011 
rate response. Additional flight te ,;ting 
is needed to show compliance wi h the 
JAR requirement. Since industry 
practice is to comply with both 
standards, it is difficult to determ ne 
whether there are any resulting dc sign 
differences. It is not known if the 
differences in the standards woul 1 have 
resulted in any design differences had 
current industry practice not beer, to 
comply with both standards. 

What, If Any, Are the Differences ,in the 
Means of Compliance? 

The FAA plans to issue a revision to 
Advisory Circular (AC) 25-7A, “Flight 
Test Guide for Certification of Transport 
Category Airplanes.” The proposed 
revision would add the means of 
compliance currently accepted by the 
JAA as an acceptable means of showing 
compliance with 5 25.111(c)(4). Public 
comments concerning the proposed 
revision to AC 25-7A are invited by 
separate notice, following this NPRM. 

Change 2: Section 25.147(c)(2), 
“Directional and Lateral Control” 

Section 25.147 of part 25 does not 
prescribe any roll rate requiremer ts. 
Any evaluation of roll rate would be 
only of a general qualitative natui 13 
relative to the ease of performing Ihe 
banked turns required by 5 25.14;‘(c). 
Also, the part 25 evaluation is on y 
performed at 1.4 VS. 

What Is the Proposed Action? 

What Is the Underlying Safety Issue 
Addressed by the Current Standards? 

This requirement addresses 
controllability in the one-engine- 
inoperative condition. It requires that 
transport category airplanes be 
controllable and maneuverable with the 
critical engine inoperative. 

What Are the Current 14 CFR and JAR 
Standards? 

The proposed action would adtil the 
additional JAR-25 requirement tc~ part 
25 as a new 5 25.147(d). However,, the 
word “peak,” as used in JAR 
25.147(c)(2), would not be included in 
this proposal in reference to the r iI11 rate 
that must be available. The FAA 
considers the use of the word “pf ak” 
too constraining and unclear. FOI 
example, demonstrating an “aver age” 
roll rate capability may not be 
acceptable for showing complian .:e with 
a requirement for a “peak” roll ra te. 
Also, it is difficult to determine i ‘a peak 
roll rate is the maximum sustain: ble roll 
rate, or is merely a short transien 
condition that could result from 1 mique 
or unusual piloting techniques. 

l There is no comparable part 25 
section. 

Also, the reference to the climll, 
cruise, descent, and landing appl oath 
flight phases currently contained in JAR 
25.147(c)(2) would be removed. c ‘he 
FAA considers this proposed 
requirement applicable to all flig ,lt 

- _--. 
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phases with one engine inoperative, 
including takeoff and initial climb, 
which are not referenced in the current 
JAR 25.147(c)(2). By removing the 
reference to specific flight phases, the 
proposed requirement would be 
applicable to all flight phases with one 
engine inoperative. 

Additionally, S 25.147(d) and (e) 
would be redesignated as S 25.147(e) 
and (f), respectively. The JAA plans to 
harmonize the JAR accordingly to 
correspond to these proposals. 

How Does This Proposed Standard 
Address the Underlying Safety Issue? 

The proposed standard would 
continue to address the underlying 
safety issue for all phases of flight with 
one engine inoperative in the same 
manner, but would add a requirement 
specifically addressing roll rate 
response. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to the Current 
Regulations? 

The proposed standard would 
increase the level of safety since it adds 
a requirement that is not currently in 
5 25.147. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to Current Industry 
Practice? 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the same level of safety since 
current industry practice is to comply 
with both standards. 

What Other Options Have Been 
Considered and Why Were They Not 
Selected? 

The FAA has not considered another 
option. The FAA considers the 
proposed enveloping action to be the 
most appropriate way to maintain 
safety. 

Who Would Be Affected by the Proposed 
Change? 

The proposed standard would affect 
manufacturers of transport category 
airplanes. This change would not affect 
operators since it would have no effect 
on the operating limitations or 
procedures. 

The FAA considers that adding the 
existing JAA ACJ material to AC 25-7A 
would be necessary to address the 
means of compliance for the proposed 
addition to part 25. The FAA plans to 
issue a revision to AC 25-7A to add this 
material. Public comments concerning 
this proposed revision are invited by 
separate notice, following this NPRM. 

Is Existing FAA Advisory Material 
Adequate? 

Change 3:Section25.161(~)(2), “Trim 
(Longitudinal)” 

What Is the Underlying Safety Issue 
Addressed by the Current Standards? 

Transport category airplanes are 
required to maintain longitudinal, 
lateral, and directional trim under 
certain conditions of flight. This 
requirement specifies conditions under 
which longitudinal trim must be 
maintained. The capability to trim out 
control forces is both a pilot workload 
and a flight path precision issue. An 
out-of-trim airplane can be fatiguing to 
fly and can make maintaining the 
desired flight path more difficult. 

What Are the Current 14 CFR and JAR 
Standards? 

l The current text of 14 CFR Section 
25,161(c)(2) is: 

Section 25.161 Trim. 

(c) Longitudinal trim. The airplane must 
maintain longitudinal trim during- 
* * * * * 

* l * (c)(2) A glide with power off at a 
speed not more than 1.4 Vsl, with the 
landing gear extended, the wing flaps Ii) 
retracted and (ii) extended, the most 
unfavorable center of gravity position 
approved for landing with the maximum 
landing weight, and with the most 
unfavorable center of gravity position 
approved for landing regardless of weight; 
and* l * 

l The current text of JAR 25.161(c)(2), 
Change 14, is: 

JAR-25.1 61 Trim 

(c) Longitudinal trim. The aeroplane must 
maintain longitudinal trim during- 
* * * * * 

* * l (c)(2) Either a glide with power off 
at a speed not more than 1.4 Vsl, or an 
approach within the normal range of 
approach speeds appropriate to the weight 
and configuration with power settings 
corresponding to a 3’ glidepath, whichever is 
the most severe, with the landing gear 
extended, the wing flaps (i) retracted and (ii) 
extended, the most unfavourable centre of 
gravity position approved for landing with 
the maximum landing weight, and the most 
unfavourable centre of gravity position 
approved for landing regardless of weight; 
and* * * 

In addition to the power-off glide 
condition specified by part 25, the JAR 
requires longitudinal trim to be 
maintained at speeds and power settings 
appropriate to an approach on a 
s-degree glidepath. For airplanes where 
this condition is more stringent than the 
power-off glide condition, a design 
difference may result. Also, additional 

What Are the Differences in the 
Standards and What Do Those 
Differences Result In? 

flight testing must be performed tl) 
demonstrate compliance with the JAR. 

What, If Any, Are the Differences ,!n the 
Means of Compliance? 

Although the explicit standards are 
different, there are no differences in the 
means of compliance. 

What Is the Proposed Action? 

The proposed action would rev i se 
5 25.161(c)(2) to adopt the more 
stringent JAR standard. The requi Iqement 
to demonstrate compliance at “th ? most 
unfavorable center of gravity posi I:ion 
approved for landing with the 
maximum landing weight, and w th the 
most unfavorable center of graviti 
position approved for landing reg ;udless 
of weight” would be simplified tcl refer 
to “the most unfavorable combimtion of 
center of gravity position and wei ;ght 
approved for landing.” This prop )sed 
change would not affect the safet;l. intent 
of the requirement. The longitudinal 
trim requirement would continue to 
apply to the most critical combin Ition 
of landing weight and center of gravity 
position. If, due to the characteris tics of 
the approved center of gravity enrelope, 
the most critical combination of 1 mding 
weight and center of gravity posit ion 
does not coincide with the maxinum 
landing weight, there would not be any 
need to demonstrate compliance tt the 
maximum landing weight conditj on. 

How Does This Proposed Standar td 
Address the Underlying Safety Is, I ue? 

The proposed standard would 
continue to address the underlyir Ig 
safety issue in the same manner, mt 
would add a requirement to ensue that 
transport category airplanes mair tain 
longitudinal trim in a power-on 
approach condition. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to the Current 
Regulations? 

The proposed standard would 
increase the level of safety for thc~se 
transport category airplanes for which 
the power-on approach conditior is 
more critical for maintaining 
longitudinal trim than the power ,off 
glide condition. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposec ,I 
Standard Relative to Current Ind istry 
Practice? 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the current level of safely 
since industry practice is to corn] 11y 
with both part 25 and JAR-25. 
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What Other Options Have Been 
Considered and Why Were They Not 
Selected? 

The FAA has not considered another 
option. The FAA considers the 
proposed action to be the most 
appropriate way to fulfill harmonization 
goals while maintaining safety and 
without affecting current industry 
practice. 

Who Would Be Affected by the Proposed 
Change? 

The proposed change would affect 
manufacturers and operators of 
transport category airplanes. However, 
since the proposed change does not 
result in any practical changes in 
requirements or practice, there would 
not be any significant effect. 

Is Existing FAA Advisory Material 
Adequate? 

There is no specific advisory material 
for either part 25 or the JAR. The FAA 
considers developing new advisory 
material to be unnecessary. 

Change 4: Section S 25.161(e), “Trim 
(Four or More Engines)” 

What Is the Underlying Safety Issue 
Addressed by the Current Standards? 

Transport category airplanes are 
required to maintain longitudinal, 
lateral, and directional trim under 
certain conditions of flight. This 
requirement specifies additional 
conditions applicable to airplanes with 
four or more engines under which 
longitudinal, directional, and lateral 
trim must be maintained. The capability 
to trim out control forces is both a pilot 
workload and capability to maintain a 
desired flight path issue. An out-of-trim 
airplane can be fatiguing to fly and can 
make maintaining the desired flight 
path more difficult. 

What Are the Current 14 CFR and JAR 
Standards? 

l The current text of 14 CFR 25.161(e) 
is: 

Section 25.161 Trim. 

* * * (e) Airplanes with four or more 
engines. Each airplane with four or more 
engines must maintain trim in rectilinear 
flight- 

(I) At the climb speed, configuration, and 
power required by 5 25.123(a) for the purpose 
of establishing the rate of climb; 

(2) With the most unfavorable center of 
gravity position; and 

(3) At the weight at which the two-engine- 
inoperative climb is equal to at least 0.013 
Vso2 at an altitude of 5,000 feet. 

l The current text of JAR-25.161(e), 
Change 15, Amendment 25/96/l, is: 

JAR-25.161 Trim 

* l *(e) Aeroplanes with four or more 
engines. Each aeroplane with four or more 
engines must maintain trim in rectilinear 
flight- 

(1) At the climb speed, configuration, and 
power required by JAR 25.123(a) for the 
purpose of establishing gradient of climb; 
and 

(2) With the most unfavourable centre of 
gravity position. 

(3) Not required for JAR-25. 

What Are the Differences in the 
Standards and What Do Those 
Differences Result in? 

Part 25 specifies a single weight at 
which a transport category airplane with 
four or more engines must maintain trim 
in rectilinear flight. The JAR-25 
standard, which does not contain this 
provision, applies at all weights. 
Therefore, the JAR-25 standard is more 
stringent. 

The weight requirement in part 25 
originated in the U.S. Civil Air 
Regulations (CAR) part 4b, which 
specified climb rates proportional to the 
square of the stall speed. Climb rates 
were specified in this manner because it 
was assumed that the level of safety 
associated with an emergency landing 
would depend on the kinetic energy of 
the airplane, which in turn is 
proportional to the mass times the 
velocity squared. For equivalent safety, 
it was reasoned that excess power, 
expressed in terms of rate of climb, 
should be proportional to the stall speed 
squared. Since the climb requirements 
of part 25 are now expressed in terms 
of climb gradient rather than rates of 
climb, the manner in which the weight 
for compliance is defined in 
S 25.161(e)(3) is an historical artifact 
and out of step with the rest of part 25. 

What, if Any, Are the Differences in the 
Means of Compliance? 

Although the explicit standards are 
different, there are no differences in the 
means of compliance. 

What Is the Proposed Action? 

The proposed action would reformat 
this section into one paragraph with no 
sub-paragraphs. The wording currently 
in 5 25.161(e)(l) and JAR 25.161(e)(l) 
would be moved to 5 25.161(e) and 
updated to reflect current industry 
practice in reference to the en route 
flight path configurations of S 25.123(a) 
and JAR 25.123(a). The part 25 wording 
originated in CAR part 4b when the 
equivalent requirement to S 25.123(a) for 
two-engine-inoperative climb 
performance specified a minimum rate 
of climb that an airplane must be 
capable of achieving. In the current part 

25 and JAR-25 standards, S 25.12:1(a) 
and JAR 25123(a) require the 
determination of the en route fligl t 
paths, rather than a minimum rate of 
climb or climb gradient. To be 
consistent with the current !$25.1:! 3(a) 
and JAR 25.123(a), the proposed 
$j 25.161(e) would refer to en routt! flight 
paths rather than either rate of cli: nb (as 
in current part 25) or gradient of c limb 
(as in current JAR-25). 

In addition, the word “also” ha;:! been 
added to the lead-in sentence of the 
proposed standard to clarify that I his is 
an additional requirement for airI lanes 
with four or more engines. The 
requirements of S 25.161(d) and JL’LR 
25.161(d) remain applicable for tl ese 
airplanes. 

The wording of 5 25.161(e)(2) M ould 
be incorporated into the proposed 
5 25.161(e). Section 25.161(e)(3) vould 
be removed. Its removal would re,;ult in 
the proposed 5 25.161(e) requirerrents 
being applicable at all weights as i.n the 
current JAR 25.161(e). 

How Does This Proposed Standar 13 
Address the Underlying Safety Is2 ue? 

This proposed standard would 
continue to address the underlyir g 
safety issue in the same manner. 
However, it also would expand tl e 
conditions under which airplane: with 
four or more engines must be abh to 
maintain longitudinal, lateral, ant I 
directional trim by making the cu ITent 
standard applicable at all relevan gross 
weight conditions. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposec:’ 
Standard Relative to the Current 
Regulations? 

The proposed standard would 
increase the level of safety relative to 
the current part 2 5. It expands the h 
conditions under which an airpla ne 
with four or more engines must bi? able 
to maintain longitudinal, lateral, md 
directional trim. 

What Is the Eflect of the Proposecl 
Standard Relative to Current Indl rstry 
Practice? 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the current level of safe y 
since industry practice is to coml~lly 
with both part 25 and JAR-25. 

What Other Options Have Been 
Considered and Why Were They ‘Vo t 
Selected? 

The FAA has not considered al,iother 
option. The FAA considers the 
proposed action to be the most 
appropriate way to fulfill harmor ization 
goals while maintaining safety ar d 
without affecting current industr 17 
practice. 
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Who Would Be Affected by the Proposed 
Change? 

The proposed change would affect 
manufacturers and operators of 
transport category airplanes. However, 
since the proposed change does not 
result in any practical changes in 
requirements or practice, there would 
not be any significant effect. 

Is Existing FAA Advisory Material 
Adequate? 

There is no specific advisory material 
for either part 25 or JAR-25. The FAA 
considers developing new advisory 
material unnecessary. 

Change 5: Section %.175(d), “Static 
Longitudinal Stability” 

What Is the Underlying Safety Issue 
Addressed by the Current Standards? 

Section 25.175 and JAR 25.175 
contain the conditions under which 
static longitudinal stability must be 
demonstrated for transport category 
airplanes. Static longitudinal stability is 
required by part 25 for the following 
reasons: 

1. To provide additional speed change 
cues to the pilot through control force 
changes. 

2. To ensure that short periods of 
unattended operation do not result in 
any significant changes in attitude, 
airspeed, or load factor. 

3. To provide predictable pitch 
response. 

4. To provide acceptable level of pilot 
attention (workload) to attain and 
maintain trim speed and altitude. 

5. To provide gust stability. 

What Are the Current 14 CFR and JAR 
Standards? 

l The current text of 14 CFR 
25.175(d) is: 

Section 25.175 Demonstmtion of Static 
Longitudinal Stability. 

* * * (d) Landing. The stick force curve 
must have a stable slope, and the stick force 
may not exceed 80 pounds, at speeds 
between 1.1 VSO and 1.8 VSO with- 

(I) Wing flaps in the landing position; 
(2) Landing gear extended; 
(3) Maximum landing weight; 
(4) Power or thrust off on the engines; and 
(5) The airplane trimmed at 1.4 VSO with 

power or thrust off. 

l The current text of JAR-25175(d), 
Change 14, is: 

JAR 25.175 Demonstration of Static 
Longitudinal stability 

* * * (d) Landing. The stick force curve 
must have a stable slope and the stick force 
may not exceed 80 pounds at speeds between 
1.1 Vsa and 1.8 VSO with- 

(I) Wing flaps in the landing position; 

(2) Landing gear extended; 
(3) Maximum landing weight; 
(4) The aeroplane trimmed at 1.4 VSO with 
(i) Power or thrust off, and 
(ii) Power or thrust for level flight. 

What Are the Differences in the 
Standards and What Do Those 
Differences Result in? 

In addition to the part 25 condition of 
power-or thrust-off, JAR-25 requires 
the stick force criteria to be met at the 
power or thrust for level flight. This 
additional condition requires additional 
flight test demonstrations to show 
compliance, and may influence the 
design of airplanes for which the 
application of power has a significant 
destabilizing effect. 

What, If Any, Are the Differences in the 
Means of Compliance? 

Except for the additional power-on 
condition required by the JAR, there are 
no differences in the means of 
compliance for part 25 and JAR-25. 

What Is the Proposed Action? 

The proposed action would revise 
part 25 by adopting the more stringent 
text of JAR 25.175(d). 

How Does This Proposed Standard 
Address the Underlying Safety Issue? 

The proposed standard would 
continue to address the underlying 
safety issue in the same manner, but 
would add a requirement to ensure that 
transport category airplanes have 
adequate static longitudinal stability in 
a power-on approach condition. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to the Current 
Regulations? 

The proposed standard would 
increase the level of safety for those 
transport category airplanes for which 
the power-on condition is more critical 
in terms of static longitudinal stability 
than the power-off condition. 

What Is the Effect of the Proposed 
Standard Relative to Current Industry 
Practice? 

The proposed standard would 
maintain the current level of safety 
since industry practice is to comply 
with both part 25 and the JAR-25. 

What Other Options Have Been 
Considered and Why Were They Not 
Selected? 

The FAA considers the proposed 
action to be the most appropriate way to 
fulfill harmonization goals while 
maintaining safety and without affecting 
current industry practices. Using the 
less stringent part 25 standard was also 

considered; however, there are nc lrmally 
occurring situations for which le1 el 
flight in the landing configuratior~ may 
be relevant. These situations inch tde 
stepdown fixes on nonprecision 
approaches and extending the fla 1s and 
landing gear to the landing 
configuration when the glide sloI e 
becomes active on a precision apl broach, 
but before the glide slope intercel:t 
point. 

Who Would Be Aflected by the PI loposed 
Change? 

The proposed change would af ‘ect 
manufacturers and operators of 
transport category airplanes. HOM ever, 
since the proposed change does I: ot 
result in any practical changes in 
requirements or practice, there w mid 
not be any significant effect. 

Is Existing FAA Advisory Materia ,I 
Adequate? 

The FAA has not considered arlother 
option. The FAA considers that clrrrent 
advisory material is adequate. 

What Regulatory Analyses and 
Assessments Has the FAA Conducted? 

Regulatory Evaluation Summary 

Proposed changes to Federal 
regulations must undergo several 
economic analyses. First, Executive 
Order 12666 directs that each Fee I era1 
agency shall propose or adopt a 
regulation only upon a reasoned 
determination that the benefits oj the 
intended regulation justify its co: ts. 
Second, the Regulatory Flexibilit !7 Act 
of 1980 requires agencies to analllze the 
economic effect of regulatory cha ages 
on small entities. Third, the Tradl? 
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. sectioll 
2531-2533) prohibits agencies fr’lrn 
setting standards that create 
unnecessary obstacles to the fore gn 
commerce of the United States. IX. 
developing U.S. standards, this ‘I rade 
Act also requires the consideraticln of 
international standards and, whe 1-e 
appropriate, that they be the basi ,; of 
U.S. standards. And fourth, the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act :)f 1995 
requires agencies to prepare a wr tten 
assessment of the costs, benefits, and 
other effects of proposed or final I.ules 
that include a Federal mandate li kely to 
result in the expenditure by State , local, 
or tribal governments, in the aggregate, 
or by the private sector of $100 n illion 
or more annually (adjusted for 
inflation). 

In conducting these analyses, t Ihe FM 
has determined that this proposal has 
benefits, but no substantial costs and 
that it is not “a significant regulaiory 
action” as defined in Executive C llrder 
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12866, nor “significant” as defined in 
DOT’s Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures. Further, this proposed rule 
would not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities, would reduce barriers to 
international trade, and would not 
impose an Unfunded Mandate on State, 
local, or tribal governments, or on the 
private sector. 

The DOT Order 2100.5 prescribes 
policies and procedures for 
simplification, analysis, and review of 
regulations. If it is determined that the 
expected impact is so minimal that the 
proposed rule does not warrant a full 
evaluation, a statement to that effect and 
the basis for it is included in the 
proposed regulation. Accordingly, the 
FAA has determined that the expected 
impact of this proposed rule is so 
minimal that the proposed rule does not 
warrant a full evaluation. The FAA 
provides the basis for this minimal 
im 

8 
act determination below. 
urrently, airplane manufacturers 

must satisfy both part 25 and the 
European JAR-25 standards to 
certificate transport category aircraft in 
both the United States and Europe. 
Meeting two sets of certification 
requirements raises the cost of 
developing a new transport category 
airplane, often with no increase in 
safety. In the interest of fostering 
international trade, lowering the cost of 
aircraft development, and making the 
certification process more efficient, the 
FAA, JAA, and aircraft manufacturers 
have been working to create, to the 
maximum possible extent, a single set of 
certification requirements accepted in 
both the United States and Europe. As 
explained in detail previously, these 
efforts are referred to as 
“harmonization.” 

Change 1: Section 25,111(c)(4), 
“Takeoff Path”: 

Current industry practice covering 
aircraft crew actions concerning the 
takeoff path already complies with the 
more stringent JAR requirements. The 
JAR 25.111(c)(4) requirement allows 
only certain routine crew actions to be 
made before the airplane reaches a 
hei t 400 feet above the takeoff surface. 

T is proposal would revise the FAA It 
requirements for propeller feathering 
before the airplane is at least 400 feet 
above the takeoff surface by adding the 
following “more stringent” 
requirements of the JAR standards to 
include: 

Section 25.113 Take-offpath. 

* * * (c)(4) Except for gear retraction and 
automatic propeller feathering, the airplane 
configuration may not be changed, and no 
change in power or thrust that requires action 

by the pilot may be made, until the airplane 
is 400 feet above the takeoff surface. 

Concerning the impact of complying 
with the proposed standard, the ARAC 
working group states there is no 
additional cost associated with 
complying with the proposed standard 
as it represents current practices and 
policy. 

Manufacturers are expected to receive 
certification cost-savings with a single 
FAA/JAA certification requirement for 
new aircraft. The FAA, however, has not 
attempted to quantify the cost savings 
for this specific proposal, beyond noting 
that, while they may be minimal, they 
contribute to a large potential 
harmonization savings. 

The agency concludes that, since 
there is consensus among potentially 
affected airplane manufacturers that the 
benefits of harmonization exceed the 
cost, further analysis is not required. 

The FAA requests comments with 
supporting documentation in regard to 
the conclusions contained in this 
section. 

Change 2: Section 25.147(c)(2), 
“Directional and Lateral Control “: 

Current industry practice covering 
pilot techniques concerning 
controllability in the one-engine 
inoperative condition already complies 
with the more stringent JAR 
requirements. The JAR 25.147(c)(2) 
standard is more stringent than 
5 25.147(c)(2) since part 25 does not 
prescribe any roll rate requirements 
when one engine is inoperative. 

This proposal would harmonize part 
25 to the JAR by adding an additional 
requirement to S 25.147(c)(2). The new 
5 25.147(c)(2) would require roll rate 
response to be evaluated and found 
adequate for all speeds likely to be used 
with one engine inoperative. The word 
“peak,” as used in JAR 25.147(c)(2), 
would not be included in this proposal 
in reference to the roll rate since the 
FAA considers its use too constraining 
and unclear. The ARAC working group 
recommends the words “for climb, 
cruise, descent and landing approach” 
be removed so that this requirement 
would apply to all flight conditions. The 
ARAC working group states the 
proposed change will have no increase 
to manufacturing costs to applicants 
already conducting JAA certifications. 
The ARAC has informed the FAA that 
for future certifications, part 25 
manufacturers intend to conform to JAA 
standards. Therefore, the FAA considers 
that for current and future part 25 
aircraft certifications all manufacturers 
will meet JAA certification and this rule 
would result in no additional costs to 
manufacturers. 

Manufacturers are expected to I Ieceive 
certification cost-savings with a si ngle 
FAA/JAA certification requiremel 1.t for 
new aircraft. The FAA, however, 1 tas not 
attempted to quantify the cost savings 
for this specific proposal, beyond noting 
that, while they may be minimal, lhey 
contribute to a large potential 
harmonization savings. 

The agency concludes that, sine :e 
there is consensus among potentii 11ly 
affected airplane manufacturers tl I.at the 
benefits of harmonization exceed ‘he 
cost, further analysis is not requir lad. 

The FAA requests comments with 
supporting documentation in reg rd to 
the conclusions contained in this 
section. 

Change 3: Section 25.163 (c)(2), “Trim 
(Longitudinal)“: 

Current industry practice cover i.ng 
pilot techniques concerning cond i tions 
under which longitudinal trim m 1st be 
maintained already complies with the 
more stringent JAR requirements. The 
JAR 25.161(c)(2) standard is more 
stringent than S 25.161(c)(2) since part 
25 does not require longitudinal t I:im to 
be maintained at speeds and powi?r 
settings appropriate to an approac:h on 
a a-degree glidepath. 

This proposal would harmoniz ! part 
25 to the JAR by adding an additi .>nal 
requirement to 5 25.161(c)(2). The! new 
5 25.161(c)(2) would require 
longitudinal trim to be maintaine~l at 
speeds and power settings approl:riate 
to an approach on a 3-degree glidlspath. 
In addition, the requirement to 
demonstrate compliance at “the most 
unfavorable center of gravity posi tion 
approved for landing with the 
maximum landing weight, and with the 
most unfavorable center of gravit ,T 
position approved for landing reg ardless 
of weight” would be simplified tc’l refer 
to “the most unfavorable combin ition of 
center of gravity position and we ght 
approved for landing.” The ARAl 1 
working group states the propose II 
change will have no increase to 
manufacturing costs to applicant :# 
already conducting JAA certificai ions. 
The ARAC has informed the FAP, that 
for future certifications, part 25 
manufacturers intend to conform to JAA 
standards. Therefore, the FAA CCI nsiders 
that for current and future part 2!11 
aircraft certifications all manufac hirers 
will meet JAA certification and tl tis rule 
would result in no additional co: ts to 
manufacturers. 

Manufacturers are expected to receive 
certification cost-savings with a : ingle 
FAA/JAA certification requiremc nt for 
new aircraft. The FAA, however, has not 
attempted to quantify the cost sarings 
for this specific proposal, beyoncl noting 
that, while they may be minimal they 

-. 
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contribute to a large potential 
harmonization savings. 

The agency concludes that, since 
there is consensus among potentially 
affected airplane manufacturers that the 
benefits of harmonization exceed the 
cost, further analysis is not required. 

The FAA requests comments with 
supporting documentation in regard to 
the conclusions contained in this 
section. 

Change 4: Section 25.161 (e), “Trim 
(Four or More Engines)“: 

Current industry practice covering 
pilot techniques concerning conditions 
under which longitudinal, directional, 
and lateral trim on airplanes with four 
or more engines must be maintained is 
already complying with the more 
stringent JAR requirements. The 
5 25.161(c)(2) standard specifies a single 
weight at which a transport category 
airplane with four or more engines must 
maintain trim in rectilinear flight. The 
JAR 25.161(c)(2) standard, which does 
not contain this provision, applies at all 
weights. 

This proposal would harmonize part 
25 to the JAR by adding an additional 
requirement to 3 25.161(e). The new 
5 25.161(e) would apply to all weights at 
which a transport category airplane with 
four or more engines must maintain trim 
in rectilinear flight. In addition, the 
ARAC working group states that to be 
consistent with 5 25.123(a) and JAR 
25.123(a), the proposed harmonized 
5 25.161(e)(l) and JAR 25.161(e)(l) 
should refer to en route flight paths 
rather that either rate of climb (as in the 
current part 25) or gradient of climb (as 
in the current JAR). The ARAC and FAA 
consider that since the climb 
requirements of part 25 are now 
expressed in terms of climb gradient 
rather that rates of climb, the manner in 
which the weight for compliance is 
defined in 5 25,161(e)(3) is an historical 
artifact and out of step with the rest of 
part 25. Lastly, ARAC finds that the 
word “also” should be added to the 
lead-in sentence of the proposed 
standard to clarify that this is an 
additional requirement for airplanes 
with four or more engines. 

Concerning the impact of complying 
with the proposed standard, the ARAC 
working group states the cost of 
complying with the proposed standard 
is none as it codifies current practices 
and policy. 

Manufacturers are expected to receive 
certification cost-savings with a single 
FAA/JAA certification requirement for 
new aircraft. The FAA, however, has not 
attempted to quantify the cost savings 
for this specific proposal, beyond noting 
that, while they may be minimal, they 

contribute to a large potential 
harmonization savings. 

The agency concludes that, since 
there is consensus among potentially 
affected airplane manufacturers that the 
benefits of harmonization exceed the 
cost, further analysis is not required. 

The FAA requests comments with 
supporting documentation in regard to 
the conclusions contained in this 
section. 

Change 5: Section 25.175(d), “Static 
Longitudinal Stability”: 

Current industry practice covering 
pilot techniques concerning conditions 
under which static longitudinal stability 
must be demonstrated for transport 
category airplanes already complies 
with the more stringent JAR 
requirements. The JAR 25.175(d) would 
require the stick force criteria to be met 
at the power or thrust for level flight in 
addition to the part 25 condition of 
power or thrust off. 

This proposal would harmonize part 
25 to the JAR by adding an additional 
requirement to 5 25.175(d). The new 
5 25.175(d) would add a requirement to 
ensure that transport category airplanes 
have adequate static longitudinal 
stability in a power-on approach 
condition, The ARAC working group 
states the proposed change will have no 
increase to manufacturing costs to 
applicants already conducting JAA 
certifications. The ARAC has informed 
the FAA that for future certifications, 
part 25 manufacturers intend to conform 
to JAA standards. Therefore, the FAA 
considers that for current and future 
part 25 aircraft certifications all 
manufacturers will meet JAA 
certification and this rule would result 
in no additional costs to manufacturers. 

Manufacturers are expected to receive 
certification cost-savings with a single 
FAA/JAA certification requirement for 
new aircraft. The FAA, however, has not 
attempted to quantify the cost savings 
for this specific proposal, beyond noting 
that, while they may be minimal, they 
contribute to a large potential 
harmonization savings. 

The agency concludes that, since 
there is consensus among potentially 
affected airplane manufacturers that the 
benefits of harmonization exceed the 
cost, further analysis is not required. 

The FAA requests comments with 
supporting documentation in regard to 
the conclusions contained in this 
section. 

Initial Regulatory Flexibility 
Determination 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) 
of 1980,50 U.S.C. 601-612, as amended, 
establishes “as a principle of regulatory 
issuance that agencies shall endeavor, 

consistent with the objective of tbs rule 
and of applicable statutes, to fit 
regulatory and informational 
requirements to the sale of the bu: ; iness, 
organizations, and governmental 
jurisdictions subject to regulation ” To 
achieve that principle, the RFA re Iquires 
agencies to solicit and consider fl !xible 
regulatory proposals and to expla n the 
rationale for their actions. 

Agencies must perform a review,’ to 
determine whether a proposed or final 
rule will have a significant impac on a 
substantial number of small entities. If 
the determination is that the rule INill, 
the Agency must prepare a regulalory 
flexibility analysis as described ir, the 
RFA. 

However, if an agency determir es that 
a proposed or final rule is not exI ected 
to have a significant economic im,pact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities, section 605(b) of the RFP 
provides that the head of the ager cy 
may so certify and a regulatory 
flexibility analysis is not required. The 
certification must include a state] Ilent 
providing the factual basis for thi ,; 
determination, and the reasoning should 
be clear. 

The FAA considers that this prl Iposed 
rule would not have a significant impact 
on a substantial number of small mtities 
for two reasons: 

First, the net effect of the propc sed 
rule is minimum regulatory cost I elief. 
The proposed rule would require that 
new transport category aircraft 
manufacturers meet just the “moi e 
stringent” European certification 
requirement, rather than both the 
United States and European stanc I.ards. 
Airplane manufacturers already I meet or 
expect to meet this standard as ~191 as 
the existing 14 CFR part 25 requi:,ement. 

Second, all US. transport-aircr oft 
category manufacturers exceed tl e 
Small Business Administration SI nall- 
entity criteria of 1,500 employees for 
aircraft manufacturers. The curre nt US. 
part 25 airplane manufacturers ir elude: 
Boeing, Cessna Aircraft, Gulfstre: m 
Aerospace, Learjet (owned by 
Bombardier), Lockheed Martin, 
McDonnell Douglas (a wholly-ow ned 
subsidiary of The Boeing Cornpal :.y), 
Raytheon Aircraft, and Sabreline:’ 
Corporation. 

Given that this proposed rule ill, 
minimally cost-relieving and thai there 
are no small entity manufacturen of 
part 25 airplanes, the FAA certifies that 
this proposed rule would not ha\ e a 
significant impact on a substantii~l 
number of small entities. 

International Trade Impact Asses lsment 
The Trade Agreement Act of 1!1179 

prohibits Federal agencies from 
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engaging in any standards or related 
activities that create unnecessary 
obstacles to the foreign commerce of the 
United States. Legitimate domestic 
objectives, such as safety, are not 
considered unnecessary obstacles. The 
statute also requires consideration of 
international standards and, where 
appropriate, that they be the basis for 
U.S. standards. In addition, consistent 
with the Administration’s belief in the 
general superiority and desirability of 
free trade, it is the policy of the 
Administration to remove or diminish 
to the extent feasible, barriers to 
international trade, including both 
barriers affecting the export of American 
goods and services to foreign countries 
and barriers affecting the import of 
foreign goods and services into the 
United States. 

In accordance with the above statute 
and policy, the FAA has assessed the 
potential effect of the proposed rule and 
has determined that it supports the 
Administration’s free trade policy 
because this rule would use European 
international standards as the basis for 
U.S. standards. 

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995 (the Act), codified 
in 2 U.S.C. 1532-1538, enacted as 
Public Law 1044 on March 22,1995, 
requires each Federal agency, to the 
extent permitted by law, to prepare a 
written assessment of the effects of any 
Federal mandate in a proposed or final 
agency rule that may result in the 
expenditure by State, local, and tribal 
governments, in the aggregate, or by the 
private sector, of $100 million or more 
(adjusted annually for inflation) in any 
one year. This proposed rule does not 
contain a Federal intergovernmental or 
private sector mandate that exceeds 
$100 million in any year; therefore, the 
requirements of the Act do not apply. 

What Other Assessments Has the FAA 
Conducted? 

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 

The FAA has analyzed this proposed 
rule and the principles and criteria of 
Executive Order 13 132, Federalism. The 
FAA has determined that this action 
would not have a substantial direct 
effect on the States, on the relationship 
between the national Government and 
the States, or on the distribution of 
power and responsibilities among the 
various levels of government. Therefore, 
the FAA has determined that this notice 
of proposed rulemaking would not have 
federalism implications. 

Paperwork Reduction Act Plain Language 

In accordance with the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 [44 U.S.C. 
3507(d)], the FAA has determined there 
are no requirements for information 
collection associated with this proposed 
rule. 

International Compatibility 

In keeping with U.S. obligations 
under the Convention on International 
Civil Aviation, it is FAA policy to 
comply with International Civil 
Aviation Organization (ICAO) Standards 
and Recommended Practices to the 
maximum extent practicable. The FAA 
has determined that there are no ICAO 
Standards and Recommended Practices 
that correspond to this proposed 
regulation. 

Environmental Analysis 

FAA Order 1050.1D defines FM 
actions that may be categorically 
excluded from preparation of a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement. In 
accordance with FAA Order 1050.lD, 
appendix 4, paragraph 4(j), this 
rulemaking qualifies for a categorical 
exclusion. 

In response to the June 1,1998, 
Presidential memorandum regardi Irg the 
issue of plain language, the FAA rl :- 
examined the writing style curreni ly 
used in the development of regula #ions. 
The memorandum requires Feden 1 
agencies to communicate clearly v ,rith 
the public. We are interested in yc ur 
comments on whether the style of this 
document is clear, and in any othg:r 
suggestions you might have to imI/rove 
the clarity of FAA communicatior s that 
affect you. You can get more 
information about the Presidentia: 
memorandum and the plain langu (age 
initiative at http:// 
www.plainlanguage.gov. 

List of Subjects in 14 CJ?R Part 25 

Aircraft, Aviation safety, Repori ing 
and recordkeeping requirements. 

The Proposed Amendment 

In consideration of the foregoin.:, the 
Federal Aviation Administration 
proposes to amend part 25 of Title,, 14, 
Code of Federal Regulations, as fc Ilows: 

PART P!bAIRWORTHINESS 
STANDARDS: TRANSPORT 
CATEGORY AIRPLANES 

Energy Impact 

The energy impact of the proposed 
rule has been assessed in accordance 
with the Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act (EPCA) and Public 
Law 94-163, as amended (43 U.S.C. 
6362), and FAA Order 1053.1. It has 
been determined that it is not a major 
regulatory action under the provisions 
of the EPCA. 

1. The authority citation for PHI t 25 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority:49U.S.C.106[g),40113, 44701. 
44702 and 44704. 

2. Amend S 25.111 by revising 
paragraph (c)(4) to read as follow:;: 

Q 25.111 Takeoff path. 
* 

(cl * 

* * * 
* * * 

Regulations Affecting Intrastate 
Aviation in Alaska 

Section 1205 of the FAA 
Reauthorization Act of 1996 (110 Stat. 
3213) requires the Administrator, when 
modifying regulations in Title 14 of the 
CFR in a manner affecting intrastate 
aviation in Alaska, to consider the 
extent to which Alaska is not served by 
transportation modes other than 
aviation, and to establish such 
regulatory distinctions as he or she 
considers appropriate. Because this 
proposed rule would apply to the 
certification of future designs of 
transport category airplanes and their 
subsequent operation, it could, if 
adopted, affect intrastate aviation in 
Alaska. The FAA therefore specifically 
requests comments on whether there is 
justification for applying the proposed 
rule differently to intrastate operations 
in Alaska. 

(4) Except for gear retraction ar d 
automatic propeller feathering, tl e 
airplane configuration may not btls 
changed, and no change in powelt or 
thrust that requires action by the Ipilot 
may be made, until the airplane il; 400 
feet above the takeoff surface. 
* * * * * 

3. Amend S 25.147 by redesign sting 
paragraphs (d) and (e) as paragraphs (e) 
and (f), and by adding new parag:*aph 
(d) to read as follows: 

5 25.147 Directional and lateral car Itrol. 
* 

(d) Lteril conirol; rill capabil i;ty. 
With the critical engine inoperat: ve, roll 
response must allow normal mar euvers. 
Lateral control must be sufficieni , at the 
speeds likely to be used with om engine 
inoperative, to provide a roll rate 
necessary for safety without excE ssive 
control forces or travel. 
* * * * * 
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4. Amend S 25.161 by revising of center of gravity position and weight 
paragraph (c)(2), and by revising approved for landing; and 
paragraph (e) as follows: * * * * * 

525.161 Trim. 
* 

(4 * 

* * * 
* * * 

(2) Either a glide with power off at a 
speed not more than 1.4VS1, or an 
approach within the normal range of 
approach speeds appropriate to the 
weight and configuration with power 
settings corresponding to a 3 degree 
glidepath, whichever is the most severe, 
with the landing gear extended, the 
wing flaps retracted and extended, and 
with the most unfavorable combination 

(e) Airplanes with four or more 
engines. Each airplane with four or 
more engines must also maintain trim in 
rectilinear flight with the most 
unfavorable center of gravity and at the 
climb speed, configuration, and power 
required by § 25.123(a) for the purpose 
of establishing the en route flight paths 
with two engines inoperative. 
5. Amend S 25.175 by revising the text 

of paragraph (d)(4) to read as follows: 

5 25.175 Demonstration of static 
longitudinal stability. 
* 

(d) : * : 
* * 

(4) The airplane trimmed at 1.4’Vso 
with- 

(i) Power or thrust off, and 
(ii) Power or thrust for level flii;ht. 

* * * * * 

Issued in Renton, Washington, on 
December 18,2001. 
Vi Lipski, 
Manager, Transport Airplane Direct01 I&e, 
Aircraft Certification . 
[FR Dot. 02-655 Filed l-11-02; 8:45 m] 
BILLING CODE 491ClSP 


